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Abstract 
This study analyzes how voter opinions on European issues—including immigration and national 
sovereignty—affect their vote choice for a more or less Euroskeptic party in the European 
Parliament (EP). Specifically, I am looking at these voting patterns for the 2014 EP election. I 
seek to answer the question: do anti-immigration and pro-national sovereignty opinions cause 
voters to vote for more Euroskeptic parties? I challenge the predominance of the second-order 
election model in explaining EP voting behavior. The second-order model posits that voters in 
EP elections select parties based on their motivations to reward or punish their incumbent 
national governments. I hypothesize instead that European elections have increasingly taken on a 
first-order character. The question is what kind of first-order issues drive voters? I argue that 
non-economic issues related to an emergent transnational cleavage co-determine voting 
behavior. I contrast this model with one that privileges economic factors. I use survey data 
gathered from voters after the 2014 EP election by the European Election Studies and data on 
party positioning from another source—the Chapel Hill Expert Survey. The chief findings of my 
study are a) immigration and national sovereignty opinions do affect voters’ decisions to vote 
Euroskeptic or Pro-European, b) the salience of these issues significantly strengthens the effect 
of these issues on voting behavior, and c) opinions on immigration in 2014 did not have as great 
of an effect on voting behavior as immigration salience did. 
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I. Introduction 
Members of the European Parliament (MEPs) began being directly elected to the EP by universal 
adult suffrage in 1979. Seats are allocated to member states based on degressive proportionality, 
whereby the size of the state is taken into account to determine the seat allocation, but smaller 
states elect more MEPs than is truly proportional to their populations. Because numbers of seats 
available to countries have changed as the result of negotiations over the years, there is no exact 
formula behind the apportionment, but it is mostly related to population size. Currently in the EP, 
there are 751 MEPs who have been elected in 28 member states. 
While there is no uniform voting system in the EP, each member state must conform to 
two rules: 1) the system must be a form of proportional representation, and 2) the electoral area 
may be subdivided if this will not generally affect the proportional nature of the electoral system 
(“About MEPs”). In each country, citizens cast votes for national political parties, not 
Europarties. Those parties and candidates running in EP elections are typically aligned with a 
Europarty, but they do not run as members of their Europarty. At the time of the 2014 EP 
election, seven Europarties existed. If an MEP is elected who is not a member of one of the 
recognized Europarties, he or she is a non-attached member, or “non-inscrit.” 
Throughout most of their history, EP elections have been considered as second-order 
national elections. Whereas in first-order elections vote choices are primarily based on issue 
concerns that are dealt with at the governmental level for which the elections are being held, 
second-order elections follow a different pattern. According to second-order election theory, first 
proposed by Reif and Schmitt in 1980 following the first EP election, vote choices are primarily 
based on considerations that relate to a different territorial level. Reif and Schmitt conceived EP 
elections largely as national midterm elections in which vote choices are primarily guided by 
	 6 
citizens’ national political concerns, proposing that elections to the EP are of lesser importance 
than first-order elections for national office. Essentially, previous literature indicates that in EP 
elections, citizens vote based on their opinions of incumbent parties’ performances in national 
governments, rewarding national incumbent parties whose actions they support and punishing 
national incumbent parties whose actions they oppose. 
If their theory is true, Reif and Schmitt offer three broad predictions about the outcomes 
of EP elections: turnout is lower than in national elections, smaller parties perform better, and 
parties in national governments are punished (Hobolt and Wittrock, 29). This second-order 
model has been corroborated in empirical research, which has consistently shown these three 
broad patterns of empirical regularities in the first six elections to the EP.  
However, scholars during the last two decades have begun reexamining this model, 
particularly due to concerns regarding the interpretation of the aggregate-level regularities 
observed in EP election outcomes. These characteristics, such as low turnout and voting against 
incumbent parties, may not be entirely due to the general decline in support for incumbent 
governments. An alternative explanation, put forward by Hobolt and Wittrock regarding the 
2009 EP election, is that these voting patterns may be the result of dissatisfaction with parties’ 
stances on European integration. They cite a number of studies wherein perceived performance 
of parties at the supranational level influences which party voters vote for, noting specifically 
that voters are more likely to defect from a governing party if they have more Euroskeptic 
preferences than the party (Hobolt and Wittrock, 30). Though Hobolt and Wittrock conclude 
that, in the 2009 election, domestic politics and cleavages mattered more to voters than party 
position on European integration, those voters better informed about party position on European 
integration found European concerns to be of greater importance. Thus, this study provides 
	 7 
evidence that the 2009 EP election showed signs of EP elections becoming increasingly first-
order in nature.  
Drawing from this literature, and literature on the emergence of Euroskeptic parties in 
Europe, my project will seek to show how European issues, such as national sovereignty and 
immigration, have not only led to the emergence of Euroskeptic parties but also have led to 
voters with more extreme opinions on these issues voting for parties with more extreme opinions 
on European integration. A Euroskeptic party is one that may oppose some aspect of European 
Union (EU) institutions or policies, seek reform of the EU, or may even oppose EU membership 
for its state outright. These parties have been garnering increasing support at both the national 
and supranational level throughout the past two decades, and this phenomenon has prompted 
even more scholars to question the veracity of second-order theory with regards to EP elections. 
 
II. Review of Existing Literature 
How can one understand this potential shift of EP elections from second-order to first-order 
character? To understand this, one needs to analyze the transformation of party systems in 
Europe, which has resulted in new European-motivated parties. I will use this as a point of 
departure for a review of voter behavior studies that indicate EP elections have moved away 
from second-order nature. 
Of great importance to my project are the arguments found in transnational cleavage 
theory (Hooghe and Marks 2018), which uses as a foundation the cleavage theory of party 
competition (Lipset and Rokkan 1967). Classical traditional cleavage theory makes three claims: 
“[democratic] party systems are determined in episodic breaks from the past by exogenous social 
forces; political parties are programmatically inflexible; and, in consequence, party system 
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change comes in the form of rising parties” (Hooghe and Marks, 110). Essentially, the argument 
of cleavage theory is that political parties have little flexibility on their stances regarding major 
conflict dimensions when they have “a durable constituency of voters” (112). Additionally, for 
the same reason, parties are rarely able to bring an issue to the forefront of their platforms when 
they have previously ignored the issue. This phenomenon is what Lipset and Rokkan refer to as 
“programmatic inflexibility.” The main result of this inflexibility is that, when exogenous shocks 
occur and bring new divisive issues to the forefront of voters’ concerns, established parties are 
unable to conform to such voter-level changes (112). Thus, established parties do not reform as a 
result of exogenous shocks—rather, new challenging political parties rise and change the 
dynamics of a party system. 
 Following this premise, Hooghe and Marks (2018) point out how increased 
supranationalism in the EU since the 1990s and a rise in transnationalism have provoked a 
nation-centered counter-reaction, introducing a new transnational cleavage into Europe. While 
Lipset and Rokkan (1967) believed territorial identity and nationalism were a thing of the past, 
having ended with World War II, they were unable to foresee the EU as it exists today and its 
effects on European citizens, who increasingly feel the need to protect their national identities. 
Particularly, Hooghe and Marks discuss how transnationalism creates a cleavage between those 
who benefit from increased mobility and trade in Europe and those who lose from such changes 
in Europe. Euroskepticism is a term referring to criticism of the European Union in general and 
European unification more specifically. Hooghe and Marks point out that, in particular, unskilled 
and uneducated workers may be harmed by transnational integration and are likely to have more 
Euroskeptic sentiments. They place great emphasis on the relationship between education and 
Euroskepticism, pointing out that a relationship between limited education and Euroskepticism 
	 9 
exists even outside of economic interest. They argue that limited education individuals are more 
likely to have an exclusive national identity, predisposing them to Euroskepticism (Hooghe and 
Marks, 116). 
 Furthermore, Hooghe and Marks examine the effects of specific exogenous shocks in the 
modern European Union—the euro crisis and the migration crisis—on European party systems. 
Given that the migration crisis occurred after the 2014 election, its impact is not of specific 
relevance to my paper. However, the impact of the 2008 Recession and subsequent euro crisis 
are of great importance. The root of the euro crisis conflict was Chancellor Merkel of Germany’s 
decision to abide by Article 125 of the Maastricht Treat and deny bailouts to struggling 
countries, declaring that every country would have to act separately to stabilize their financial 
institutions. This declaration divided Europeans into two schools: those who were impelled by 
functional pressures to opt for a fiscal union in Europe, and those against a fiscal union due to 
“tenacious domestic resistance,” as Merkel faced in Germany (Hooghe and Marks, 116). Despite 
Merkel’s decision, when countries, particularly in Southern Europe, were worsening rather than 
recovering between 2010 and 2012, national governments began bypassing European institutions 
through conventional diplomacy to create new institutions, such as the European Stability 
Mechanism, which, in essence, were able to bailout struggling countries. 
 However, these bailouts created further divisions in Europe in the form of a rift between 
creditor and debtor nations. This rift was deeply nationalistic and influenced by Northern 
imposition of economic liberalism and fiscal austerity measures in the South, which caused a 
radical left to mobilize in the South, whereas a radical right grew in those Northern countries 
wherein national interest shaped government policy. Thus, though European integration and the 
loss of national sovereignty have been issues for decades, the euro crisis intensified their 
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importance. In addition, the euro crisis may have increased the salience of economic attitudes for 
voters in the 2014 EP election. Both of these hypotheses will be discussed at the end of this 
section. 
Furthermore, Hooghe and Marks discuss how European integration and immigration have 
increasingly become perceived as connected issues due to the transnational cleavage. Even prior 
to the immigration crisis, which began in 2015, Eurobarometer surveys in 2014 showed that 
immigration was a highly salient issue among citizens—15% of those surveyed indicated that 
immigration was “‘one of the two most important issues facing [our country] at the moment’” 
(Hooghe and Marks, 118). Though at the time the salience of immigration was regionalized, 
being perceived as a major issue only in the Northwest and South, it clearly has intensified the 
transnational cleavage.  
Following the idea that established mainstream parties are programmatically inflexible, 
parties formed prior to the cleavage only weakly connect European integration and immigration, 
whereas new parties conceive them as “intimately connected,” even as early as 2014 (123). 
European integration and immigration are key parts of the platforms for parties that have formed 
as a result of the transnational cleavage, and that is why I have chosen to analyze how voter 
opinions on these issues impacted their voting decisions. 
An alternative interpretation of first-order effects that highlights economic factors is 
presented in a key study of the 2014 EP election by Hobolt and de Vries (2016). Specifically, 
they seek to determine whether the effects of the euro crisis and the EU’s response to it has 
contributed to the success of Euroskeptic parties, who experienced a surge in support in 2014. 
Euroskeptic parties won EP seats in 23 out of 28 member states in the 2014 election. 
Additionally, in several countries, such as France and the UK, Euroskeptic parties even topped 
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the polls (Hobolt and de Vries, 2). Hobolt and de Vries find that vote choice in this election is 
determined by economic concerns and perceptions of the EU’s role in handling the 2008 
Recession and not by the desire to reward or punish their national governments. Hence, they 
conclude that EP elections are beginning to diverge from second-order theory (Hobolt and de 
Vries, 1). 
 Hobolt and de Vries (2016) focus on two factors: 1) whether or not those adversely 
affected by the crisis voted for more Euroskeptic parties, and 2) how evaluations of the EU’s 
performance during the crisis and experience with EU-led bailouts affected the vote for 
Euroskeptic parties. They expected to find that those who experienced job loss and/or significant 
decrease in income, those who perceived the economy as having deteriorated, and those who 
disapproved of the EU’s handling of the crisis were more likely to vote for Euroskeptic parties 
(Hobolt and de Vries, 3). To test their hypotheses, they use data from the European Election 
Studies for a representative sample of citizens from all 28 member states, and they find the 
significant first-order effects summarized above.  
This study builds on Hobolt and de Vries’s path-breaking work by expanding their 
argument of first-order effects to include other issues that potentially motivate European voters. 
In particular, I expect the effect of voters’ opinions on immigration—as well as the effect of 
voters’ opinions on national sovereignty and supranationalism—to be key determinants of 
whether Europeans vote for more Euroskeptic parties. I also expect the personal salience of these 
issues for individuals to matter for their vote choice. Thus, my project seeks to measure the 
effects of opinions and salience of these issues on voting behavior patterns—particularly voting 
for relatively Euroskeptic parties—in the 2014 EP election. 
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III. Theory and Hypotheses 
My argument is founded on the claim that changes in voters result in changes in party systems in 
the form of new party creation. Thus, as shown by Hooghe and Marks (2018), a transnational 
cleavage appears to have produced Euroskeptic parties who are anti-European integration or anti-
European Union as it exists today. My argument is also based on the idea that EP elections are 
becoming more first-order in nature, meaning that European issues are beginning to motivate 
voters at the European-level rather than domestic, national level concerns.  
Combining these two ideas, I seek to determine what issues motivated voters to vote for 
relatively Euroskeptic parties in the 2014 EP election. Building on previous literature, my theory 
is that the increasing salience of European issues—particularly, national sovereignty and 
immigration—has resulted in increasingly extreme opinions of these issues among European 
citizens. In turn, these extreme opinions of national sovereignty and immigration issues 
determined vote choices in the 2014 EP election. I expect to find that voters who are anti-
immigration and pro-national sovereignty will vote for relatively Euroskeptic parties, and voters 
who are pro-immigration and pro-supranationalism will vote for relatively Pro-European parties, 
regardless of personal left-right orientation. 
A key factor when considering a theory of first-order effects is issue salience. Because I 
am analyzing the effects of issue opinions on voter decisions, it is important to consider whether 
an issue is salient for each voter. Thus, my hypotheses are contingent upon immigration and 
national sovereignty concerns being salient. I expect to find that immigration and national 
sovereignty opinions, for voters for whom these issues are salient, will be more intense and thus 
have a greater impact on the relative level of Euroskepticism of the parties for which they are 
voting. Essentially, I expect to find that issue salience leads to more outspoken opinions of the 
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issues, and these opinions lead to voters voting for parties with less neutral opinions of European 
integration. Thus, my hypothesis is: 
H1: Anti-immigration, pro-national sovereignty opinions motivate voters to vote for 
parties with more Euroskeptic beliefs in the 2014 European Parliamentary election.  
H2: Pro-immigration, pro-supranationalism opinions motivate voters to vote for parties 
with less Euroskeptic beliefs in the 2014 European Parliamentary election. 
HA: Second-order contending hypothesis: Rewarding or punishing national governments 
may also motivate voters. Voters vote for the national incumbent party or opposition 
party, regardless of immigration or national sovereignty opinions. 
HB: First-order economic contending hypothesis: Economic concerns may also motivate 
voters. Voters vote based on their interactions with and perceptions of the post 2008 
Recession economy, including how the EU handled the economic crisis. 
 
In my models, the first contending hypothesis—which is the second-order theory represented by 
the alternative hypothesis—will be included in the form of two control variables. Because 
previous literature suggests that EP elections are second-order in nature, this is the primary 
contending hypothesis. To operationalize this theory, I will be looking at voters’ own responses 
about what motivated them to vote in the 2014 EP election. Voters who indicated that they voted 
to support their national government will be included in one control variable, and voters who 
indicated that they voted to punish their national government will be included in another control 
variable. By controlling for these variables, and by observing patterns associated with these 
variables and my dependent variable, I hope to show that a strong relationship exists between my 
dependent and independent variables outside the bounds of this contending hypothesis.  
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 Additionally, I will be controlling for the same variables Hobolt and de Vries (2016) used 
to establish a relationship between economic hardship and voting Euroskeptic. These variables 
include whether the voter’s household experienced a decrease in income during the prior two 
years, whether the voter’s household experienced job loss during the prior two years, the voter’s 
perception of the national economy during the prior two years, and the voter’s perception of the 
EU’s actions during the last 12 months. Hobolt and de Vries used these variables to show that 
voters who had exposure to or experience with economic hardship, perceived the national 
economy as declining, or disapproved of the EU’s handling of the crisis voted more Euroskeptic 
than those who did not. While this hypothesis supports my theory that EP elections are moving 
away from second-order theory and that voters are becoming more issue-motivated, it is 
important that I control for these theories to ensure that the relationship I am testing holds against 
all contending explanations. 
 
IV. Data Collection Procedure 
My study uses two data sets: the 2014 European Election Studies and the 2014 Chapel Hill 
Expert Survey. These data sets provide the information I need to generate my dependent and 
independent variables and test my hypotheses. 
 
European Election Studies: Voter Study 2014 
 The European Election Studies conducts a series of studies regarding voters, party 
manifestos, elites, and the media in regard to European Parliament elections. Their primary 
study, the Voter Study, consists of nationally-representative post-election surveys conducted in 
all EU member states. Since 2009, the studies have been conducted under PIREDEU framework, 
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consisting of “a survey carried out among representative samples of enfranchised citizens in all 
of the then 27 member states of the EU (n≈1000 realized interviews per country)” (Schmitt et 
al.). Thus, the 2009 and 2014 studies are representative surveys and were administered through 
face-to-face interviews in each member state (27 in 2009; 28 in 2014). The relevant voter study 
for my project is the European Election Studies: Voter Study 2014, hereafter referred to solely as 
“Voter Study.” 
 The Voter Study contains all pertinent information about respondents, including their 
age, gender, and level of education, and it also includes for which party each respondent voted as 
well as various questions regarding their motivations and opinions on certain issues. I will use 
this study to create my chief independent variables, which are respondent’s opinions on relevant 
European issues. The Voter Study also provides the dependent variable, a respondent’s vote 
choice, which I will transform using the CHES data described below. 
 
2014 Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
The Chapel Hill Expert Survey’s mission is to “estimate party positioning on European 
integration, ideology and policy issues for national parties in a variety of European countries” 
(Polk et al.). The 2014 Chapel Hill Expert Survey provides the positioning of 268 political 
parties on political ideology, European integration, and policy positions. These parties are from 
all 28 European Union member states as well as Norway, Switzerland, and Turkey. The survey 
was administered to 337 experts who specialize in political parties and European integration in 
one of the 31 countries included in the study. These experts answered the same survey questions 
for each of the political parties in the country in which they specialize. Roughly 12 experts per 
country were given the survey, although in smaller countries such as Cyprus, Luxembourg, and 
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Malta, fewer than four expert surveys were completed. The surveys were administered between 
December 2014 and February 2015. The 2014 Chapel Hill Expert Survey will hereafter be 
referred to solely as “CHES.” 
I will use the CHES data to categorize parties into Euroskeptic and Pro-European parties. 
Parties that are opposed to European integration are considered Euroskeptic parties, and parties 
that are in favor of European integration are Pro-European, or non-Euroskeptic, parties. 
 
V. Methodology  
Dependent Variable 
My dependent variable is vote choice in the 2014 EP election, which corresponds to the “qp2” 
variable in the Voter Study data set. This variable includes all political parties voters in each 
member state chose from when voting, and respondents are asked to indicate which party they 
voted for. In my dependent variable, however, these party codes are substituted with each 
political party’s position on European integration in 2014. In the CHES data set, there is a 
variable called “eu_position,” which is described as “overall orientation of party leadership 
towards European integration in 2014.” This variable is ordinal and gives a score to each party 
using a range of values from 1 to 7. These scores are what correspond with each voter’s party 
choice in my models. The eu_position variable represents the following party positions on 
European integration: 
1= Strongly opposed 
2= Opposed 
3= Somewhat opposed 
4= Neutral 
5= Somewhat in favor 
6= In favor 
7= Strongly in favor 
	 17 
I am using this measure to determine the degree of Euroskepticism of each party, where parties 
who score closer to 1 are more Euroskeptic and parties who score closer to 7 are more Pro-
European.  
I collect each party’s score from CHES and use it to create a new variable in the Voter 
Study data set called “EU partyposition.” This variable pairs each CHES score with the 
associated national party, which in turn corresponds to the voters’ party choices. For example, 
Ireland’s Sinn Féin party has an eu_position score of 2.78 in the CHES data set, so any 
respondent who voted for Sinn Fein is paired with an EU partyposition score of 2.78 in my 
models. Values closer to 1 mean that the respondent voted for a relatively Euroskeptic party and 
values closer to 7 mean that the respondent voted for a relatively Pro-European party. 
There is a column in the Voter Study dataset that matches its party codes with the 
corresponding CHES party codes, easing the process of transferring eu_position scores. Several 
challenges did however arise when matching CHES party codes to Voter Study party codes. 
First, some parties with Voter Study codes do not exist in the CHES data set. Therefore, because 
these parties do not have European integration position scores, respondents who voted for such 
parties are not included in my study.  
Second, some parties with separate codes in the CHES data set have the same code in the 
Voter Study data set, typically because these parties ran as a coalition in the 2014 EP election. 
For these parties, because the individual parties had different eu_position scores, I chose to give 
the coalition the score associated with the party that earned the greatest number of votes in the 
2014 election. The percentage of vote earned for each party in the 2014 election is given by the 
variable “epvote” in the CHES data set. Therefore, I used this variable to compare the percentage 
of vote earned for each party in a coalition, and I deferred to the eu_position score of the party 
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with the greatest percentage of vote earned in the election when creating the EU partyposition 
variable. For example, Germany’s CDU and CSU were given individual party codes and 
eu_position scores in the CHES data set, but were given the same code in the Voter Study data 
set because they ran as a coalition. Using the epvote variable, I found that CDU earned 30% of 
the vote, while CSU earned 5.3% of the vote. Therefore, I deferred to CDU’s eu_position score 
of 6.38 for the coalition when creating my own variable. 
Third, there are three coalitions whose individual parties received the same percentage of 
the national vote in the 2014 Parliament election. To determine what score to use for the EU 
partyposition variable, I used the average of the party eu_position scores. For example, France’s 
PG and PCF both received 2.1% of the vote. Therefore, I took the average of their two scores 
(2.08 and 2.64) to generate their overall score, 2.36, and used this number when creating my own 
variable. Finally, two parties did not have Voter Study codes but were involved in coalitions who 
do have codes. After determining that these two parties were the leaders of these coalitions, I 
decided to match the Voter Study coalition code with the individual parties’ CHES party code. 
The two parties are Spain’s BNG, who I matched to the coalition “Los Pueblos Deciden,” and 
Greece’s PASOK, who I matched to the coalition “Olive Tree-Democratic Alignment.” 
Therefore, BNG’s and PASOK’s eu_position scores were used to give these coalition parties 
scores in my variable. 
In sum, my dependent variable is “EU partyposition” which reflects the degree of 
Euroskepticism of the party that a respondent voted for. Values closer to 1 indicate a party is 
more Euroskeptic and values closer to 7 indicate a party is more Pro-European. All party codes 
from the Voter Study and CHES, along with eu_position scores and the percent of the vote 
earned, when relevant, are shown in Appendix A.1.  
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Independent Variables 
Because I am testing the effects of various European issues on voter decisions, I have 
several models, each with a different independent variable. These independent variables have 
been created using interactions between two variables: an issue position variable and an issue 
salience variable, each specific to the European issue whose effect I am studying. 
      
     Issue Opinion Variables 
 I generated the issue opinion variables by using existing Voter Study variables and 
slightly modifying them. The Voter Study variables are ordinal, and they express respondents’ 
opinions on certain issues using a 1 to 11 value range in the STATA data set, though the 
questionnaire itself presented the range of responses from 0 to 10. Thus, the modification I have 
made is generating new opinion variables using the 0 to 10 range presented to the questionnaire 
recipients. 
 When answering the questionnaire, recipients were given the following prompt before 
selecting a value between 0 and 10 for each issue: 
Now I would like you to tell me your views on various issues. For each issue, we will 
present you with two opposite statements and we will ask your opinion about these two 
statements. We would like to ask you to position yourself on a scale from 0 to 10, where 
'0' means that you "fully agree with the statement at the top" and '10' means that you 
"fully agree with the statement at the bottom". Then if your views are somewhere in 
between, you can choose any number that describes your position best. 
Following this prompt, several issues were listed with their corresponding ranges of opinion. The 
first issue of importance in my study is the “qpp17_6” variable, which corresponds to 
immigration opinion. Questionnaire recipients were presented with a subsection titled 
“Immigration” and a range of responses from 0 to 10, 0 meaning “You are fully in favour of a 
restrictive policy on immigration,” and 10 meaning “You are fully opposed to a restrictive policy 
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on immigration,” shown as follows: 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The values on the right correspond with the values given in STATA for the Voter Study data set. 
I generated a new variable using the values presented to the respondents (0 to 10 scale), while 
coding as missing those who responded Refusal or DK1 and non-voters.2 Thus, my new issue 
variable for immigration is called “pro-immopinion” and is coded in the following manner: 
 0 = You are fully in favour of a restrictive policy on immigration  
 . 
 . 
 . 
10 = You are fully opposed to a restrictive policy on immigration 
The population involved in this variable, therefore, are those who voted in the 2014 European 
Parliament Election and responded to this survey question with a value ranging from 0 to 10. 
The next Voter Study variable of importance to my study is  “qpp_18” variable, which 
asks for respondents’ opinions on European unification. Questionnaire recipients were presented 
with a subsection with the following description: 
Some say European unification should be pushed further. Others say it already has gone 
too far. What is your opinion? Please indicate your views using a scale from 0 to 10, 
where '0' means unification "has already gone too far" and '10' means it "should be 
pushed further". What number on this scale best describes your position? 																																																								1	DK refers to those who selected “Don’t Know” 
2 Those who did not vote are coded as 1 for the variable qp1 
Figure 1: Voter Opinions on Immigration Policy 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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The range of responses presented to respondents ranged from 0 to 10, 0 meaning “European 
unification has already gone too far,” and 10 meaning “European unification should be pushed 
further,” shown as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The values on the right correspond with the values given in STATA for the Voter Study data set. 
For my models, I chose to generate a new variable using the values presented to the respondents 
(0 to 10 scale), while coding as missing those who responded Refusal or DK and non-voters. 
Thus, my new issue variable for European unification is called “pro-unifopinion” and is coded 
in the following manner: 
 0 = European unification has already gone too far  
. 
 . 
 . 
10 = European unification should be pushed further 
The third and final Voter Study variable of importance to my study is the “qpp17_7” variable, 
which asks for respondents’ opinions on the EU’s role in economic and budgetary policies. This 
question tests not only a person’s opinion on national sovereignty, with regard to which level of 
governance should control this policy area, but also it contains an implicit ideological slant 
because it is asking about budgetary austerity. For this variable, questionnaire recipients were 
presented with a subsection titled “EU Integration” and a range of responses from 0 to 10, 0 
Figure 2: Voter Opinions on European Unification 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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meaning “The EU should have more authority over the EU Member States’ Economic and 
Budgetary Policies,” and 10 meaning “(Our Country)3  should retain full control over its 
economic and budgetary policies,” shown as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The values on the right correspond with the values given in STATA for the Voter Study data set. 
For my models, I chose to generate a new variable using the values presented to the respondents 
(a 0 to 10 scale), while coding as missing those who responded Refusal or DK and non-voters. 
However, I switched the order of this variable’s values to make it reflect the ideological order of 
the other two, with the more Pro-European pole equating to the 10 value. Thus, my new issue 
variable for economic policy is called “EUbudgetopinion,” and is coded in the following 
manner: 
0 = (Our Country) should retain full control over its economic and budgetary policies 
. 
. 
. 
10 = The EU should have more authority over the EU Member States’ Economic and  
        Budgetary Policies 
 
 																																																								
3 In each survey, “(Our Country)” is substituted for the name of the country in which the survey was conducted 
Figure 3: Voter Opinions on EU Budgetary Authority 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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     Issue Salience Variables 
 The second component of my interaction independent variables is several binary issue 
salience variables that I have generated using the Voter Study data set. To create these variables, 
I observed responses to the question, “What are the issues which make4 you vote in the recent 
European elections?” Respondents were only instructed to answer this question if they answered 
“yes” to the question regarding whether or not they voted in the 2014 election. This question was 
presented in two parts: respondents were initially asked what issue on the given list “firstly” 
made them vote in the election, then respondents were asked to indicate if any additional issues 
on the list made them vote in the election. The list of issue options was presented as follows: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Each response has its own specific variable in the Voter Study STATA data set, and the 
responses to the “firstly?” and “any others?” subsets of the question are combined into a separate 
set of variables—the “qp5t” variables5. These variables represent a sum of all issues selected by  
respondents, and I used these to generate my own binary issue salience variables. 																																																								
4 The general survey published uses the word “make,” in this question, but the individual surveys, conducted in each 
country’s language, use the proper tense of the verb 
5 The responses to “Firstly?” are included in the qp5a variables, and the responses to “Any others?” are included in 
the qp5b variables. The qp5t variables are the sum of these responses. For example, “qp5t_7”—the immigration 
option—is the sum of “qp5a_7” and “qp5b_7.” 
Figure 4: Motivating Issues in EP Elections 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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 First, I created a variable to measure immigration salience. The variable corresponding 
with “Immigration” as a response is “qp5t_7”, where not selecting immigration as a motivating 
issue is coded “0” and selecting immigration as a motivating issue is coded “1”. However, a 
tabulation of this variable generates the missing values represented by those who did not vote. 
Therefore, I generated my own immigration salience variable, called “immsalience,” where: 
 0= voter did not select immigration as a motivating issue, 
 1= voter selected immigration as a motivating issue, 
 and the variable has been cleaned to remove missing values. 
Then, I created a variable to measure supranational and national sovereignty salience. The 
variable corresponding the closest with this idea is “The power and competences of European 
institutions,” which as a response corresponds with the “qp5t_9” variable, where not selecting 
the power and competences of European institutions as a motivating issue is coded “0” and 
selecting the power and competences of European institutions as a motivating issue is coded “1”. 
However, a tabulation of this variable generates the missing values represented by those who did 
not vote. Therefore, I generated my own supranational sovereignty salience variable, called 
“EUpowersalience,” where: 
 0= voter did not select the power and competences of European institutions as a  
     motivating issue, 
 1= voter selected the power and competences of European institutions as a motivating  
              issue, 
 and the variable has been cleaned to remove missing values. 
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Control Variables 
 In my models, I will control for the following variables: country, age, sex, education, 
occupation, personal left-right orientation, second-order election motivations, economic 
hardship, perception of national economy, and perception of the EU’s handling of the euro crisis. 
Most of these variables have been chosen because the same controls were used in the Hobolt and 
de Vries (2016) study. “Country” refers to the country in which the election occurred. These 
codes, as well as each national party’s code, are included in Appendix A.1. For the purpose of 
my study, the reference group is Austria. 
Age is represented by the variable “vd11” in the Voter Study data set, which I renamed 
“age.” Its values range from 16 to 99. I am controlling for sex with a binary variable I generated 
from the Voter Study variable “d10,” where 1= male and 2= female. In my new variable, “sex,” 
0= male and 1= female. Education is represented by the Voter Study variable “d8,” which 
contains respondent’s answers to the question “How old were you when you stopped full-time 
education?” I used this variable to generate my own control—“education”—where 1= No full-
time education; 2= Age 15; 3= Ages 16 to 19; 4= 20+; and 5= Still studying. The reference 
group is “No full-time education.” 
Respondents’ current occupations are encompassed in the Voter Study variable “d15a,” 
which I renamed “occupation.” This variable contains a number of occupation options, 
including “unemployed or temporarily not working,” “retired or unable to work due to illness,” 
and “student.” These various occupation choices are included in Appendix A.2.6 The reference 
group is “responsible for ordinary shopping and looking after the home, or without any current 
occupation, not working.”  																																																								6 Because there is perfect collinearity between those who responded “still studying” to the education attainment 
prompt and “student” to the occupation prompt, only one set of these responses are included in the controls.	
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To control for personal left-right orientation, I generated a variable using the “qpp13” 
variable in the Voter Study data set. This variable contains the responses to the following 
question:  
In political matters people talk of “the left” and “the right.” What is your position? Please 
use a scale from 0 to 10, where ‘0’ means “left” and ‘10’ means “right.” Which numbers 
best describes your position? 
This variable expresses each respondent’s self-given score using a 1 to 11 range in the STATA 
data set, though the questionnaire itself presented the range of responses from 0 to 10. Thus, I 
generated a new variable, “leftright,” which returns the scale to 0 to 10 and eliminates those who 
responded Refusal or DK. For this variable, “0” is the furthest left and “10” is the further right. I 
am controlling for left-right personal orientation because previous literature indicates the 
existence of a left-right divide regarding Euroskeptic support. I hope to show that a relationship 
between voters’ opinions on immigration and national sovereignty and the relative 
Euroskepticism of the party for which they voted exists regardless of left-right orientation.  
 In addition, I include second-order theory motivations as controls. I generate two second-
order variables by using the Voter Study variable “qp4a.” This variable contains responses to the 
question: “What are the main reasons why you decided to vote in the recent European 
elections?” Respondents could select three options, and the options presented to them are the 
following:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Why Voters Decided to Participate in 2014 EP Election 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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Two of these responses create second-order theory control variables. The first, “qp4a_8,” is the 
response “To support the (NATIONALITY)7 government.” For this variable, not selecting “To 
support the (NATIONALITY) government” is coded “0” and selecting “To support the 
(NATIONALITY) government” is coded “1.” However, those who did not vote are included in 
this variable as missing, with the code “-7.” Therefore, I created my own control variable, called 
“government support,” where: 
0= Did not select “To support the (NATIONALITY) government” 
1= Did select “To support the (NATIONALITY) government” 
and the variable has been cleaned to remove missing values. 
The second variable I am drawing from this survey question, “qp4a_9,” is the response “To 
express disapproval of the (NATIONALITY) government.” For this variable, not selecting “To 
express disapproval of the (NATIONALITY) government” is coded “0” and selecting “To 
express disapproval of the (NATIONALITY) government” is coded “1.”  However, those who 
did not vote are included in this variable as missing, with the code “-7.” Therefore, I created my 
own control variable, called “government disapproval,” where: 
0= Did not select “To express disapproval of the (NATIONALITY) government” 
1= Did select “To express disapproval of the (NATIONALITY) government” 
and the variable has been cleaned to remove missing values. 
The final control variables relate to the issue-motivation theories put forth by Hobolt and de 
Vries (2016). The first two account for economic hardships the respondents may have 
experienced. By controlling for these factors, which have already been shown to have a 
relationship with voting Euroskeptic, I seek to show that a relationship exists between 																																																								
7 In each survey, “(NATIONALITY)” is replaced by the nationality of the country in which the survey was 
distributed 
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immigration or national sovereignty opinions and Euroskeptic support outside of already argued 
hypotheses. The economic hardship variables are contained in the “qpp11” variable in the Voter 
Study, which is written in the following manner:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
For these two options, I create the dummy variables “jobloss” and “dincome,” where 0 means 
the respondent did not experience a job loss or decrease in income in their household, and 1 
means the respondent did experience a job loss or decrease in income in their household. 
 The third argument by Hobolt and de Vries is the relationship between a voter’s 
perception of the national economy and voting Euroskeptic. The Voter Study variable they use in  
their study is “qpp15,” which is written in the following manner: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 6: Voter Experiences with Economic Hardship 
(Source: Voter Study) 
Figure 7: Voter Perceptions of National Economy 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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I use this variable to generate a variable called “national economy,” where I have removed the 
response DK, represented by the value -9, and I have maintained the relationships between 
values 1-5 and their associated Voter Study responses.  
 The fourth and final argument by Hobolt and de Vries is the relationship between a 
voter’s perception of the EU’s handling of the euro crisis on voting Euroskeptic. The Voter 
Study variable they use in their study is “qpp20_2,” which is written in the following manner: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
I use this variable to generate a dummy variable called “approve EUactions,” where 0 means 
the respondent does not approve of the actions of the EU during the last 12 months, and 1 means 
the respondent does approve of the actions of the EU during the last 12 months. The response 
DK has been removed. 
 
Models 
 The models regress EU partyposition on the European issue interaction variables. 
Therefore, I am using them to estimate the relationship between a voter’s position on certain 
European issues and the degree to which the party they voted for is Euroskeptic. By using the 
interaction variable and a margins plot, I am also observing the differences in these relationships 
Figure 8: Voter Opinions on the EU’s Actions 
(Source: Voter Study) 
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for respondents who said the issue motivated them to vote versus those who did not say the issue 
motivated them to vote. Thus, my models are written in the following manner: 
Model 1 EUPartyPositioni = β0 + β1ProImmOpinioni + β2ImmSaliencei + 
β3ProImmOpinioni*ImmSaliencei + εi + control variables 
Model 3  EUPartyPositioni = β0 + β1ProUnifOpinioni + β2EUPowerSaliencei + 
β3ProUnifOpinioni*EUPowersSaliencei + εi + control variables 
Model 2  EUPartyPositioni = β0 + β1EUBudgetOpinioni + β2EUPowerSaliencei + 
β3EUBudgetOpinioni*EUPowerSaliencei + εi + control variables 
 
As mentioned above, my control variables include: country, age, sex, education, occupation, 
personal left-right orientation, second-order election motivations, economic hardship, perception 
of national economy, and perception of the EU’s handling of the euro crisis. 
 
 
VI. Results  
The results my models generated are shown in the table below. This table does not include the 
coefficients for the control variables, but a full table of the coefficients can be found in Appendix 
A.3. 8 9 
  
																																																								
8 One might be concerned about the inclusion of UK voters in this study, whose Euroskepticism could be seen as 
potentially skewing the results. For that reason, I removed UK voters from the study, and the relationships I have 
tested still hold. These results are shown in Appendix A.4. 
9 In addition, I performed an analysis with robust standard errors, clustering on the basis of country. The results are 
consistent; the relationships I have tested still hold. These results are shown in Appendix A.5. 
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Table 1: Regression Table for All Three Models 
 
 
	
EU	Partyposition		
(1=anti-EU,	7=pro-EU)		
	
		VARIABLES	 (Model	1)	 (Model	2)	 (Model	3)	
		 		 		 		
pro-immigration	opinion	 0.0228***	 		 		
		 (0.00582)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	 -0.700***	 		 		
		 (0.0618)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	0	#	immigration	opinion	 0	 		 		
		 (0)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	#	immigration	opinion	 0.0527***	 		 		
		 (0.0118)	 		 		
pro-unification	opinion	 		 0.0669***	 		
		 		 (0.00596)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	 		 -0.400***	 -0.182***	
		 		 (0.0738)	 (0.0598)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	unification	opinion	 		 0	 		
		 		 (0)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	#	unification	opinion	 		 0.0777***	 		
		 		 (0.0126)	 		
EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0626***	
		 		 		 (0.00589)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0	
		 		 		 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0481***	
		 		 		 (0.0131)	
Constant	 6.201***	 5.700***	 5.883***	
		 (0.245)	 (0.252)	 (0.249)	
	Country	controls	 YES		 YES	 YES		
	 	 	 	
Observations		 9,197	 9,106	 9,248	
R-squared	 0.320	 0.319	 0.316	
Standard	errors	in	parentheses	
	 	 	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
	 	 	Data Sources: European Election Study, 2014 Voter Study; Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Methods: Regressions run in Stata; Results exported to Excel 
N= 30,064 
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Model 1 Results 
Model 1 looks at the effect of voters’ opinions on immigration on the relative 
Euroskepticism of the parties that voters selected in the 2014 EP election. Pro-immigration 
opinion ranges from pro-restrictive to anti-restrictive immigration policy (0-10 scale); EU 
partyposition ranges from anti- to pro-European integration (1-7 scale). The model also includes 
an interaction between pro-immigration opinion and immigration salience, wherein a value of 1 
on immigration salience indicates immigration is salient to a voter. 
Model 1 shows that a voter for whom immigration is not salient (immsalience= 0) 
exhibits the following relationship: For every 1 unit increase in voter opposition to restrictive 
immigration policy, there is a 0.023 unit increase in the Pro-Europeanism of the parties voters 
choose. Overall, this results in only a 0.23 increase in party Pro-Europeanism (on a 1-7 scale) 
from the minimal value of opinion on immigration (0) to the highest value of opinion on 
immigration (10). This relationship is positive, as expected, but only modestly. It is represented 
by the blue line in the graph below. On its own, the immigration salience variable in Model 1 
exhibits a very strong negative relationship with the EU partyposition variable (-0.70). This 
indicates that voters for whom immigration is salient will vote for more Euroskeptic parties than 
voters for whom immigration is not salient. 
Contrast these results with the red line, which shows the impact of immigration opinions 
for voters for whom the issue is salient. For this interaction variable (immsalience= 1), every 1 
unit increase in voter opposition to restrictive immigration policy is associated with a 0.053 unit 
increase in addition to the baseline 0.023 unit increase, i.e. 0.076, in the Pro-Europeanism of the 
party the voter chose. Overall, this results in a 0.76 unit increase in party Pro-Europeanism (on a 
1-7 scale) from the minimal value of opinion on immigration (0) to the highest value of opinion 
	 33 
on immigration (10)—a significantly greater change than that associated with the opinion 
variable alone. Hence, this finding reveals the importance of issue salience. Though both 
variables have a positive relationship with the dependent variable—that is, increased voter 
opposition to restrictive immigration policy leads to increased voting for Pro-European parties, 
and increased support for restrictive immigration policy leads to increased voting for Euroskeptic 
parties—the slopes differ dramatically.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is important to note that the blue and red lines never cross. This indicates that 
immigration salience is incredibly important in determining whether a voter selects a Pro-
European or Euroskeptic party—even more important than immigration opinion. Essentially, this 
Figure 9: How Voters’ Opinions on Immigration Affect Their 
Voting Decisions 
 
X-axis: Voter opinions on immigration policy (0-10 scale), 0= fully in favor of restrictive  
immigration policy; 10= fully opposed to restrictive immigration policy 
Y-axis: Party opinions on European integration (1-7 scale), 1= fully Euroskeptic; 7= fully  
Pro-European 
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means that pro-immigration individuals who care a lot about immigration (ie: have issue 
salience) do not tend to vote for more Pro-European parties than those pro-immigration 
individuals who do not care a lot about immigration (ie: do not have issue salience). Therefore, 
in Model 1, issue salience trumps issue opinion. 
The 2014 EP election occurred at a time when immigration opinion and European 
integration were not as intimately connected of issues as they are today. The 2014 EP election 
predated the European immigration crisis, which has resulted in incredibly polarized views on 
immigration among Europeans. It has also resulted in increased vocalization of opinions on 
immigration among Europeans. Therefore, one could speculate that the upcoming 2019 EP 
election may exhibit a more strongly associated relationship between immigration opinion and 
voting Pro-European or Euroskeptic.  
In summary, while the interaction variable maintains a significantly stronger relationship 
with the EU partyposition variable than the pro-immigration opinion variable does on its own, 
this variable is not the dominant indicator of voting Pro-European or Euroskeptic in Model 1. 
Pro-immigration individuals do tend to vote more Pro-European, and anti-immigration 
individuals do tend to vote more Euroskeptic, but issue salience in this case is the strongest 
indicator of voter party choice along the European integration spectrum. The immigration 
salience variable is the strongest measure in this model, maintaining a -0.70 relationship with the 
EU partyposition variable. However, because of the increased polarization of opinions on 
immigration since the 2014 EP election, we will likely see anti-immigration opinion as a stronger 
indicator of voting Euroskeptic in the 2019 EP election. 
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Model 2 Results 
Model 2 looks at the effect of voters’ opinions on European unification on the relative 
Euroskepticism of the parties voters selected in the 2014 EP election. Pro-unification opinion 
ranges from anti- to pro-European unification (0-10 scale); EU partyposition ranges from anti- to 
pro-European integration (1-7 scale). The model also includes an interaction between pro-
unification opinion and EU power salience, wherein a value of 1 on EU power salience—
referring to the power and competences of EU institutions—indicates that this issue is salient 
issue for a voter. 
Model 2 shows that a voter for whom the powers and competences of EU institutions is 
not a salient issue (EUpowersalience= 0) exhibits the following relationship: For every 1 unit 
increase in voter support for European unification, there is a 0.067 unit increase in the Pro-
Europeanism of the parties voters choose. Overall, this results in a 0.67 unit increase in party 
Pro-Europeanism (on a 1-7 scale) from the minimal value of opinion on European unification (0) 
to the highest value of opinion on European unification (10). This relationship is positive, as 
expected. It is represented by the blue line in the graph below. On its own, the EU power 
salience variable in Model 2 exhibits a negative relationship with the EU partyposition variable 
(-0.40). This indicates, perhaps surprisingly, that voters for whom the powers and competences 
of EU institutions is salient will vote for more Euroskeptic parties than voters for whom the issue 
is not salient. 
Contrast these results with the red line, which shows the impact of European unification 
opinions for voters for whom the issue is salient. For this interaction variable 
(EUpowersalience= 1), every 1 unit increase in voter support for European unification is 
associated with a 0.078 unit increase in addition to the baseline 0.067 unit increase, i.e. 0.145, in 
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the Pro-Europeanism of the party the voter chose. Overall, this results in a 1.45 unit increase in 
party Pro-Europeanism (on a 1-7 scale) from the minimal value of opinion on European 
unification (0) to the highest value of opinion on European unification (10)—a significantly 
greater change than that associated with the opinion variable alone. Hence, this finding reveals 
the importance of issue salience. Though both variables have a positive relationship with the 
dependent variable—that is, increased voter support for European unification leads to increased 
voting for Pro-European parties, and increased opposition to European unification leads to 
increased voting for Euroskeptic parties—the slopes differ dramatically.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 10: How Voters’ Opinions on European Unification Affect 
Their Voting Decisions 
 
X-axis: Voter opinions on European unification (0-10 scale), 0= believe European  
unification has gone too far; 10= believe European unification should be  
pushed further 
Y-axis: Party opinions on European integration (1-7 scale), 1= fully Euroskeptic; 7=  
fully Pro-European 
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It is important to note when analyzing this graph that, unlike in Model 1, the blue and red 
lines in Model 2 cross. Therefore, it is clear that in the opinion-salience interaction, the impact of 
voter opinions on European unification trump the impact of voter salience on predicting party 
Pro-Europeanism or Euroskepticism. However, the impact of issue salience should not be 
understated. It is clear when looking at the graph that voters for whom the issue is salient vote 
for parties along a wider range of EU partyposition scores, when taking their opinions on 
European unification into account. That is, pro-European unification voters, for whom the issue 
is salient, vote for more Pro-European parties than pro-European unification voters for whom the 
issue is not salient, and anti-European unification voters, for whom the issue is salient, vote for 
more Euroskeptic parties than anti-European unification voters for whom the issue is not salient. 
It appears that the salience of EU power and competences enables the opinion variable to be a 
better indicator of voting patterns along the Euroskeptic – Pro-European spectrum, reinstating its 
importance in the model. In sum, Model 2 clearly shows that pro-European unification voters 
tend to vote for more Pro-European parties, while anti-European unification voters tend to vote 
for more Euroskeptic parties, as I predicted. 
 
Model 3 Results 
Model 3 looks at the effect of voters’ opinions on EU budgetary authority on the relative 
Euroskepticism of the parties voters selected in the 2014 EP election. EU budget opinion ranges 
from anti- to pro-EU budgetary authority (0-10 scale); EU partyposition ranges from anti- to pro-
European integration (1-7 scale). The model also includes an interaction between EU budget 
opinion and EU power salience, wherein a value of 1 on EU power salience—referring to the 
power and competences of EU institutions—indicates that this issue is salient issue for a voter. 
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 Model 3 shows that a voter for whom the powers and competences of EU institutions is 
not a salient issue (EUpowersalience= 0) exhibits the following relationship: For every 1 unit 
increase in voter support for EU budgetary authority, there is a 0.063 unit increase in the Pro-
Europeanism of the parties voters choose. Overall, this results in a 0.63 unit increase in party 
Pro-Europeanism (on a 1-7 scale) from the minimal value of opinion on EU budgetary authority 
(0) to the highest value of opinion on EU budgetary authority (10). This relationship is positive, 
as expected, but slightly weak. It is represented by the blue line in the graph below. On its own, 
the EU power salience variable in Model 2 exhibits a negative relationship with the EU 
partyposition variable (-0.182). This indicates that voters for whom the powers and competences 
of EU institutions is salient will vote for more Euroskeptic parties than voters for whom the issue 
is not salient. 
 Contrast these results with the red line, which shows the impact of opinions on EU 
budgetary authority for voters for whom the issue is salient. For this interaction variable 
(EUpowersalience = 1), every 1 unit increase in voter support for EU budgetary authority is 
associated with a 0.048 unit increase in addition to the baseline 0.063 unit increase, i.e. 0.111, in 
the Pro-Europeanism of the party the voter chose. Overall, this results in a 1.11 unit increase in 
Pro-Europeanism (on a 1-7 scale) from the minimal value of opinion on EU budgetary authority 
(0) to the highest value of opinion on EU budgetary authority (10)—a significantly greater 
change than that associated with the opinion variable alone. Hence, this finding reveals the 
importance of issue salience. Though both variables have a positive relationship with the 
dependent variable—that is, increased voter support for EU budgetary authority leads to 
increased voting for Pro-European parties, and increased opposition to EU budgetary authority, 
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or support for national-level budgetary authority, leads to increased voting for Euroskeptic 
parties—the slopes differ dramatically.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
It is important to note when analyzing this graph that, similar to Model 2, the blue and red lines 
in Model 3 cross. Therefore, it is clear that in the opinion-salience interaction, the impact of 
voter opinions on EU budgetary authority trump the impact of voter salience on predicting party 
Pro-Europeanism or Euroskepticism. However, the impact of issue salience should not be 
understated. It is clear when looking at the graph that voters for whom the issue is salient vote 
Figure 11: How Voters’ Opinions on EU Budgetary Authority 
Affect Their Voting Decisions 
 
X-axis: Voter opinions on EU budgetary authority (0-10 scale), 0= country should  
retain full control over its economic and budgetary policies; 10= the EU should  
have more authority over the EU member states’ economic and budgetary 
policies 
Y-axis: Party opinions on European integration (1-7 scale), 1= fully Euroskeptic; 7=  
fully Pro-European 
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for parties along a wider range of EU partyposition scores, when taking their opinions on EU 
budgetary authority into account. That is, pro-EU budgetary authority voters, for whom the issue 
is salient, vote for more Pro-European parties than pro-EU budgetary authority voters for whom 
the issue is not salient, and anti-EU budgetary authority voters, for whom the issue is salient, 
vote for more Euroskeptic parties than anti-EU budgetary authority voters for whom the issue is 
not salient. It appears that the salience of EU power and competences enables the opinion 
variable to be a better indicator of voting patterns along the Euroskeptic – Pro-European 
spectrum, reinstating its importance in the model. 
This interaction is unique because of its implicit ideological slant. Because this variable 
gauges opinion of economic austerity as well as opinion of national versus supranational 
authority, we can expect that it would create a conflict in the minds of leftwing Pro-Europeans. 
EU authority over these policies, meaning more budgetary austerity, is a concept that is 
associated with the economic right. Therefore, leftwing Pro-Europeans, when responding to this 
opinion question, are forced to place more value on either their Pro-European beliefs or their 
preferred budgetary policy. Based on the results of my model, which controls for personal left-
right ideological placement, it appears that Pro-European beliefs and salience have a greater 
effect on voting than ideological preferences. In sum, Model 3 clearly shows that pro-EU 
budgetary authority voters tend to vote for more Pro-European parties, while anti-EU budgetary 
authority voters tend to vote for more Euroskeptic parties, as I predicted. 
 
Contending Hypotheses and Controls 
As previously mentioned in Section III, the contending hypothesis is second-order 
election theory, which could potentially provide an alternative explanation to voting behavior 
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patterns in EP elections. This hypothesis is that voters select certain parties in EP elections 
because they are motivated by either punishing or rewarding their incumbent national 
governments. While this theory and my own are not mutually exclusive, it is important to control 
for in my models as it is the established theory on voter motivations in EP elections. The 
coefficients for these controls are listed in Appendix A.3.  
The variable government support has a clear positive relationship in all models with 
voting Pro-European, whereas the variable government disapproval has a very strong negative 
relationship in all models. Of all control variables, the government disapproval variable has the 
strongest relationship with the dependent variable—it appears that many people who are 
motivated to vote by their disapproval of the national incumbent government voted relatively 
Euroskeptic in the 2014 EP election. This fact could derive from many different sources, 
including the idea that these voters disapproved of the national incumbent government’s stance 
on immigration, European unification, or supranational budgetary authority, and therefore voted 
for Euroskeptic parties whose stances on these issues matched their own. Essentially, the more 
proximate variables of government approval/disapproval could likely soak up the more distal 
effects of individual attitudes on vote choice in my models. A more appropriate modeling 
technique, such as structural equation modeling, might tease these relationships out. The bottom-
line is that, notwithstanding the power of second-order dynamics, my hypothesis—that issue 
opinions motivate voters to vote for more or less Euroskeptic parties—survives the inclusion of 
these control variables in the models. 
Another alternative explanation is that put forth by Hobolt and de Vries—the idea that 
economic concerns, such as loss of job, decrease in income, perception of national economy, or 
the EU’s handling of the euro crisis—affect voter decisions and determine the relative 
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Euroskepticism of parties voters select. The first three of these control variables have a negative 
relationship with my dependent variable, which corroborates Hobolt and de Vries’s findings, and 
show that those who have experience with economic hardship or have a negative perception of 
the national economic standing voted more Euroskeptic in 2014 than those who did not. The 
fourth variable—perception of EU’s handling of the crisis—has a strong positive relationship 
with the dependent variable. Voters who approve of the EU’s actions in the last twelve months 
(approve EUactions= 1) are very likely to vote more Pro-European than those who do not 
approve of the EU’s actions in the last twelve months (approve EUactions= 0). This finding is 
not surprising as the effects of the crisis, as well as the EU’s response to it, contributed 
significantly to the growth of Euroskeptic party support, so this variable has a very clear 
Euroskeptic – Pro-European divide.  
Despite the strong relationships between my dependent variable and a number of these 
control variables, my variables are robust to the inclusion of all contending hypotheses. The 
inclusion of all relevant controls does not eliminate the relationship my study sought to illustrate. 
Voters’ opinions on immigration, European unification, and supranational authority—when 
combined with the salience of these issues—affects the degree of Euroskepticism of the parties 
they selected in the 2014 EP election, controlling for all contending theories.   
 
Combined Model 
  In order to test the full impact of my issue opinion variables on the relative 
Euroskepticism of parties whom voters selected, I ran a single regression including all interaction 
independent variables. The results of this test are shown in the table below:  
 
	 43 
Data Sources: European Election Study, 2014 Voter Study; Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Methods: Regression ran in Stata; Results exported to Excel 
N= 30,064 
 
Table 2: Regression Table for Combined Model 
 
	
EU	Partyposition		
(1=anti-EU,	7=pro-EU)		
	
		VARIABLES	 (Model	1)	
		 		
pro-immigration	opinion	 0.0105*	
		 (0.00591)	
immigration	salience=	1	 -0.667***	
		 (0.0621)	
immigration	salience=	0	#	immigration	opinion	 0	
		 (0)	
immigration	salience=	1	#	immigration	opinion	 0.0501***	
		 (0.0119)	
pro-unification	opinion	 0.0505***	
		 (0.00618)	
EU	power	salience=	1	 -0.384***	
		 (0.0770)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	unification	opinion	 0	
		 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	unification	opinion	 0.0654***	
		 (0.0136)	
EU	budget	opinion	 0.0564***	
		 (0.00609)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	EU	budget	opinion	 0	
		 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	EU	budget	opinion	 0.00860	
		 (0.0141)	
Constant	 6.201***	
		 (0.245)	
		 		
Observations	 9,197	
R-squared	 0.320	
		Standard	errors	in	parentheses	
			***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
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When combined into one model, I am able to determine which issue has the strongest overall 
relationship with the dependent variable, controlling for all issue opinions I individually studied. 
As expected, the individual relationships for each interaction variable decline when including all 
three into the model. However, the relationship which declines the least is that between the 
immigration interaction and the dependent variable, with an overall coefficient decrease from 
0.076 to 0.061. Though this decrease is small, when observing the individual coefficients in the 
graph, it becomes clear that the strength of the interaction variable was maintained by the 
strength of the immigration salience variable’s relationship with the dependent variable. On its 
own, the immigration opinion variable drops to statistical significance only at the 90% 
confidence level, whereas the immigration salience variable maintains statistical significance at 
the 99% confidence level. Therefore, my conclusion is that the immigration interaction is not the 
strongest interaction variable in this model. 
 The only interaction variable in which both individual components, as well as the overall 
interaction, maintain statistically significant relationships with the dependent variable at the 99% 
confidence level is the EU power salience – pro-unification opinion interaction. There is an 
overall interaction coefficient decrease from 0.145 in the individual model to 0.116 in the 
combined model, which though a larger decrease than that experienced by the immigration 
interaction variable, appears to be the statistically strongest all-around. Because this relationship 
maintains statistical significance at the 99% confidence level, as the result of statistical 
significance attributed to both the opinion variable and the salience variable, I would argue that 
the dominant relationship overall is that between European unification opinion and voting 
Euroskeptic or Pro-European. Voters who are pro-European unification are very likely to vote 
Pro-European, and voters who are anti-European unification are very likely to vote Euroskeptic. 
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 The relationship between EU budget authority opinion and the dependent variable 
diminishes quite significantly in the combined model, with the interaction variable’s relationship 
losing all statistical significance. I believe this change is the result of the crossover that 
inevitably exists between voters’ opinions on EU budgetary authority and European unification 
as both issues, at their core, tap opinions on national vs. supranational sovereignty. Because 
European unification creates no confusion, with wording that taps the core issue in a 
straightforward way, voters’ opinions on it likely dominate their more confused opinions on EU 
budgetary authority, which taps the issue of national sovereignty but also the issue of budgetary 
austerity. Therefore, European unification absorbs many of the effects EU budget opinion has on 
voting Euroskeptic or Pro-European. 
 
VII. Discussion 
At the root of my study is the argument that EP elections are becoming increasingly first-order in 
nature, with European voters making decisions based on their opinions on European issues. I 
have provided literature suggesting this new trend, pointing to how economic concerns 
motivated voters in the 2014 EP election. Building off of this, I tested my own theory: 
immigration and national sovereignty opinions affect how voters vote in EP elections. 
Specifically, I theorized that voters with anti-immigration and pro-national sovereignty opinions 
will vote more Euroskeptic, while voters with pro-immigration and pro-supranational authority 
opinions will vote more Pro-European. Testing this theory with data from the 2014 EP election, I 
have found that my hypothesis holds true.  
 Looking at the individual models, we can estimate how each European issue affects 
voting decisions along the Euroskeptic – Pro-European spectrum. Starting with immigration, we 
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see a modestly positive relationship between anti-restrictive immigration opinions and voting 
Pro-European. This modest relationship is augmented by the inclusion of the salience variable in 
the interaction, creating a significantly stronger positive relationship. This result seems to 
support my hypothesis; however, the strongest variable in this model is not the opinion variable 
but rather the salience variable itself. In the theory section, I discussed the importance of taking 
issue salience into account when conducting my tests, but I did not theorize that salience would 
dominate issue opinions. In this case, however, it did. As previously discussed, this finding 
points to the idea that immigration and European integration were not as closely related of issues 
in 2014 as they presently are, with increased polarization on immigration opinions occurring 
after the immigration crisis. Nevertheless, the positive relationship between the immigration 
interaction variable and voting Pro-European does exist. 
 The second and third model both relate to the European issue of national vs. 
supranational sovereignty. The second model shows a positive relationship between pro-
European unification opinions and voting Pro-European. This relationship becomes significantly 
stronger, with the coefficient more than doubling, when including the salience variable in the 
interaction. This finding indicates that the relationship between voter opinions, for whom 
European unification is salient, and voting Euroskeptic or Pro-European is very strong—stronger 
than both the opinion variable on its own and the salience variable on its own. Pro-European 
unification voters, for whom the issue is salient, vote for more Pro-European parties than those 
voters for whom the issue is not salient. Anti-European unification voters, for whom the issue is 
salient, vote for more Euroskeptic parties than those voters for whom the issue is not salient. For 
this model, the interaction variable does support my hypothesis that pro-national sovereignty—in 
this case, anti-European unification—voters will vote for more Euroskeptic parties, and pro-
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supranational sovereignty—in this case, pro-European unification—voters will vote for more 
Pro-European parties. 
 The third model taps the issue of national vs. supranational sovereignty by gauging 
whether voters support national authority over budgetary policy or EU authority over budgetary 
policy. As expected, this model shows a positive relationship between being pro-EU budgetary 
authority and voting for Pro-European parties. This relationship is made significantly stronger by 
the inclusion of the salience variable in the interaction, and the relationship between the 
interaction variable and the dependent variable is the strongest relationship in the model. Thus, 
the model shows that overall, pro-EU budgetary authority voters select more Pro-European 
parties, and pro-national budgetary authority voters select more Euroskeptic parties. In the same 
manner as Model 2, the interaction variable dominates both the opinion variable and the salience 
variable alone, supporting my hypothesis. This model is different from the other two because it 
taps both the issue of national sovereignty and the issue of budgetary austerity, which could 
create conflicting ideological beliefs among leftwing Pro-European voters. However, because the 
tested relationship holds, even when controlling for personal left-right orientation, it provides 
strong evidence for my hypothesis. 
 The major contending theory in this field is the idea that EP elections are not first-order 
in nature as I have hypothesized but rather are second-order in nature, with voters making 
decisions to either punish or reward their incumbent national governments. My hypothesis holds 
when controlling for these variables, but the relationship between voters who disapprove of their 
national governments and voting Euroskeptic is very strong—the strongest control in all models. 
Because voters who disapprove of their national governments do so based on a wide variety of 
reasons, the European issues I have studied are inevitably somewhat soaked up by this control 
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variable. Disapproving of the national government’s opinions of or actions regarding 
immigration policy and national sovereignty very clearly connect these two variables, a fact 
which is brought out by the strength of the control variable in the models. 
Nevertheless, my findings conclude that each of the European issues discussed are strong 
indicators of whether voters will vote Euroskeptic or Pro-European. I have found that, when 
taking issue opinions and salience into account, pro-immigration and pro-supranational authority 
opinions are tied to voters selecting more Pro-European parties, and anti-immigration and pro-
national authority opinions are tied to voters selecting more Euroskeptic parties. However, these 
relationships—particularly that which involves immigration opinion—are not as strong as one 
might expect, given the current state of the European Union. With the ever increasing salience of 
both of these issues in Europe, particularly as the result of the immigration crisis and Brexit, 
among other countries’ threats to leave the EU, it is very likely that voters opinions on these 
issues will have an even greater impact on voter choices in the 2019 EP election. 
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Appendix 
Table A.1 
Complete List of European Parties, with associated EES Codes and CHES Codes 
Country Political Party Country/ 
Party ID 
(EES) 
eu_position 
Score 
(CHES) 
Dominant/
Average 
Score 
lrgen Score 
(CHES) 
Dominant/
Average 
Score 
Poland Kongres Nowej Prawicy (KNP) 6 / 1616 1.06  9.53  
Denmark Folkebevægelsen mod EU (FolkB) 7 / 1208 1.09  2  
Netherlands Partij voor de Vrijheid (PVV) 6 / 1528 1.09  9.25  
Greece Laïkós Sýndesmos—Chrysí Avgí 
(XA) 
7 / 1300 1.11  9.89  
Greece Kommounistikó Kómma Elládas 
(KKE) 
3 / 1300 1.11  0.67  
Italy Lega Nord (LN) 2 / 1380 1.14  8.86  
United 
Kingdom 
United Kingdom Independence Party 
(UKIP) 
8 / 1826 1.14  9.14  
France Front National (FN) 8 / 1250 1.21  9.64  
Hungary Jobbik Magyarországért Mozgalom 
(JOBBIK) 
5 / 1348 1.21  9.71  
France Mouvement Pour la France (MPF) No code / 
1250 
1.23  9.1  
Sweden Sverigedemokraterna (SD) 8 / 1752 1.27  7.76  
Czech 
Republic 
Strana svobodných obcanu 
(SVOBODNI) 
11, 19 / 
1203 
1.33  8.71  
Italy MoVimento Cinque Stelle (M5S) 8 / 1380 1.43  4.67  
Bulgaria Ataka 3 / 1100 1.5  5.36  
Finland Persussuomalaiset (PS) 7 / 1246 1.6  5.11  
Germany Alternative für Deutschland (AfD) 7 / 1276 1.62  8.92  
Germany Nationaldemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands (NPD) 
10 / 1276 1.67  10  
Denmark Enhedslisten—De Rød-Grønne (EL) No code 1.82  1.2  
Portugal Coligação Democrática Unitária 
(CDU) 
2 / 1620 1.88  0.5  
Austria Freiheitliche Partei Österreichs (FPO) 3 / 1040 1.9  8.7  
Denmark Dansk Folkeparti (DF) 5 / 1208 1.91  6.9  
Italy Partito della Rifondazione 
Communista (RC) 
10 / 1380 2 (same 
%vote as 
SEL) 
Av. = 2.57 0.29 (same 
%vote as 
SEL) 
Av. = 0.79 
France Parti de Gauche (PG) 3 / 1250 2.08 (same 
%vote as 
PCF) 
Av.= 2.36 1.7 (same 
%vote as 
PCF) 
Av.= 1.73 
Netherlands Socialistische Partij (SP) 3 / 1528 2.1  1  
Sweden Vänsterpartiet (V) 1 / 1752 2.14  1.71  
Italy Fratelli d’Italia (FDL) 6 / 1380 2.17  7.86  
Greece Anexartitoi Ellines (ANEL) 8 / 1300 2.22  8.78  
Ireland Páirtí Sóisialach (SP) 6 / 1372 2.22  0.88  
Ireland People Before Profit Alliance 
(PBPA) 
10 / 1372 2.25  0.71  
Czech 
Republic 
Úsvit prímé demokracie (USVIT) 9 / 1203 2.27  7.69  
	 51 
Slovakia Slovenská národná strana (SNS) 4 / 1703 2.29  8.36  
Belgium Parti Populaire (PP) 9 / 1056 2.5  7.75  
Netherlands Staatkundig Gereformeerde Partij 
(SGP) 
7 / 1528 2.56  8.11  
Belgium Vlaams Belang (VB) 20 / 1056 2.6  9.2  
France Parti Communiste Français (PCF) 3 / 1250 2.64 (same 
%vote as 
PG) 
Av. = 2.36 1.75 (same 
%vote as 
PCF) 
Av.= 1.73 
Austria Bündnis Zukunft Österreich (BZO) 4 / 1040 2.7  7.8  
Hungary Fidesz—Magyar Polgári Szövetség 
(Fidesz) 
4 / 1348 2.71  7.93  
Czech 
Republic 
Komunistická strana ˘Cech a Moravy 
(KSCM) 
3 / 1203 2.73  1.07  
Ireland Sinn Féin (SF) 5 / 1372 2.78  2.13  
Slovakia Sloboda a Solidarita (SaS) 3 / 1703 2.86  7.29  
Croatia Hrvatska Stranka Prava (HSP) No code 2.86  9.25  
Czech 
Republic 
Obcanská demokratická strana (ODS) 1 / 1203 2.87  8  
Latvia Latvijas Krievu savieniba (LKS) 1 / 1428 2.89  3.25  
Austria Team Stronach für Österreich 
(TeamStronach) 
No code 2.9  7.6  
Germany Die Linke (Linke) 4 / 1276 3  1.23  
Poland Solidarna Polska (SP) 1 / 1616 3  8.29  
Slovakia Obycajní Ludia a nezávislé osobnosti 
(OLaNO) 
7 / 1703 3  6.5  
Luxembourg Alternativ Demokratesch 
Reformpartei (ADR) 
6 / 1442 3  8  
Bulgaria Natsionalen Front za Spasenie na 
Bulgaria (NFSB) 
No code  3  6.86  
Lithuania Drasos Kelias (DK) No code 3.11  6.88  
Portugal Bloco de Esquerda (BE) 1 / 1620 3.13  1.33  
Italy Sinistra Ecologia Libertá (SEL) 10 / 1380 3.14 (same 
%vote as 
RC) 
Av. = 2.57 1.29 (same 
%vote as 
RC) 
Av. = 0.79 
United 
Kingdom 
Conservative Party (Cons) 6 / 1826 3.14  7  
Sweden Feministiskt initiativ (FI) 9 / 1752 3.16  1.81  
Lithuania Tvarka ir Teisingumas (TT) 7 / 1440 3.2  6.62  
Greece Laïkós Orthódoxos Synagermós 
(LAOS) 
5 / 1300 3.25  8.67  
France Ensemble (Ens) No code 3.25  2.5  
Bulgaria VMRO—Bulgarsko Natsionalno 
Dvizhenie (VMRO-BND) 
No code  3.31  6.08  
Belgium Partij van de Arbeid van België 
(PVDA) 
22 & 6 / 
1056 
3.4  0.4  
Portugal Partido da Terra (MPT) 6 / 1620 3.4  6.75  
Italy Forza Italia (FI) 4 / 1380 3.43  6.71  
Netherlands ChristenUnie (CU) 7 / 1528 3.44  5.45  
Greece Synaspismós Rizospastikís Aristerás 
(SYRIZA) 
4 / 1300 3.45  2  
Croatia Hrvatska stranka prava dr. Ante 
Starcevic (HSP-AS) 
1 coal / 
1191 
3.63  HDZ=6.22 9 HDZ=7.33 
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Luxembourg Déi Lénk (DL) 4 / 1442 3.67  0.5  
Slovenia Združena Levica (ZL) 15 / 1705 3.69  1  
Netherlands Partij voor de Dieren (PvdD) 9 / 1528 3.71  2.89  
Sweden Piratpartiet (PIRAT) 11 / 1752 3.71  5  
Denmark Liberal Alliance (LA) 6 / 1208 3.8  7.9  
Poland Prawo i Sprawiedliwosc (PiS) 7 / 1616 3.82  7.94  
Finland Kristillisdemokraatit (KD) 8 / 1246 3.9  6.22  
Germany Mensch Umwelt Tierschutz (DieTier) 14 / 1276 4  4.67  
Poland Polska Razem (PR) 8 / 1616 4  7.65  
Latvia Socialdemokratiska Partija “Saskana" 
(SDPS) 
4 / 1428 4.2  4  
Lithuania Lietuvos lenku rinkimu akcija 
(LLRA) 
No code 4.21  5.46  
Latvia No sirds Latvijai (NSL) No code 4.22  5.14  
Slovakia Nová Väcšina (NOVA) 8 / 1703 4.29  7.07  
Finland Vasemmistoliitto (VAS) 4 / 1246 4.3  1.89  
Ireland Comhaontas Glas (GP) 4 / 1372 4.38  3.75  
Sweden Miljöepartiet de Gröna (MP) 7 / 1752 4.41  3.29  
Spain Podemos 11 / 1724 4.44  1.67  
Finland Suomen Keskusta (KESK) 1 / 1246 4.5  5.56  
Cyprus Anorthotikó Kómma Ergazómenou 
Laoú (AKEL) 
2 / 1196 4.5  2  
Bulgaria Bulgaria bez Tsenzura (BBT) 7 / 1100 4.53  6.08  
Romania Partidul Poporului—Dan Diaconescu 
(PP-DD) 
4 / 1642 4.53  4.36  
Spain Izquierda Unida (IU) 3 / 1724 4.6 IU= 4.6 2 IU= 2 
Denmark Socialistisk Folkeparti (SF) 4 / 1208 4.64  2.9  
Lithuania Lietuvos valstieciu ir Žaliuju sajunga 
(LVZS) 
3 & 6 / 
1440 
4.69  3.87  
Germany Piratenpartei Deutschland (Piraten) 6 / 1276 4.71  3.25  
Spain Amaiur No code 4.71  1.89  
Croatia Hrvatski Demokrtski Sabor Slavonije 
i Baranje (HDSSB) 
4 / 1191 4.75  8.45  
Spain Iniciativa per Catalunya Verds (ICV) 3 / 1724 4.8 IU= 4.6 2.11 IU= 2 
Netherlands 50PLUS 10 / 1528 4.8  5.25  
Germany Christlich Soziale Union in Bayern 
(CSU) 
1 / 1276 4.85  CDU=6.38 7.23 CDU=5.92 
Croatia Hrvatska Seljacka Stranka (HSS) 1 / 1191 5  HDZ=6.22 7.11 HDZ=7.33 
Spain Bloque Nacionalista Galego (BNG) 7/ 1724 5  2.44  
Belgium Nieuw-Vlaamse Alliantie (NVA) 18 / 1056 5  7.8  
Estonia Eesti Keskerakond (EK) 2 / 1233 5  4.25  
Latvia Zalo un Zemnieku Savieniba (ZZS) 6 / 1428 5  5.9  
Slovakia Krestanskodemokratické hnutie 
(KDH) 
1 / 1703 5  6.93  
Latvia Latvijas Re´gionu apvieniba (LRA) 10 / 1428 5.13  5.67  
Lithuania Darbo Partija (DP) 1 / 1440 5.13  4.4  
United 
Kingdom 
Green Party (Green) 13 / 1826 5.17  1.86  
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Netherlands Volkspartij voor Vrijheid en 
Demokratie (VVD) 
4 / 1528 5.18  7.89  
Slovakia Siet’ No code 5.18  7.08  
Czech 
Republic 
ANO 2011, Akce nespokojených 
obcanu (ANO2011) 
7 / 1203 5.2  5.79  
Sweden Sveriges Socialdemokratiska 
Arbetareparti (SAP) 
2 / 1752 5.27  3.76  
Bulgaria BSP—Lyava Bulgaria (BSP) 1 / 1100 5.29  3.69  
Hungary Lehet Más a Politika (LMP) 6 / 1348 5.29  4.29  
Italy Vallée d’Aoste (VdA) No code 5.33  4.83  
Romania Partidul Conservator (PC) 1 / 1642 5.35  PSD= 5.82 5.53 PSD= 4.12 
Sweden Centerpartiet (C) 3 / 1752 5.41  7.24  
France Union pour un Mouvement Populaire 
(UMP) 
7 / 1250 5.43  7.67  
Netherlands Partij van de Arbeid (PvdA) 2 / 1528 5.45  3.67  
Poland Polskie Stronnictwo Ludowe (PSL) 5 / 1616 5.47  5.29  
Cyprus Dimokratikó Kómma (DIKO) 3 / 1196 5.5  6  
Cyprus Kinima Oikologon Perivallontiston 
(KOP) 
4 / 1196 5.5  EDEK=5.7
5 
5.25 EDEK=4.7
5 
Denmark Det Konservative Folksparti (KF) 3 / 1208 5.5  7  
Netherlands Christen-Democratisch Appel (CDA) 1 / 1528 5.55  6.78  
Spain Esquerra Republicana de Catalunya 
(ERC) 
6 / 1724 5.56  3.67  
Ireland Fianna Fáil (FF) 1 / 1372 5.56  5.88  
Croatia Hrvatski Laburisti–Stranka Rada 
(HL-SR) 
5 / 1191 5.56  2  
United 
Kingdom 
Labour Party (Lab) 7 / 1826 5.57  3.57  
Romania Uniunea Nationala pentru Progresul 
României (UNPR) 
1 / 1642 5.59  PSD =5.82 3.43 PSD= 4.12 
Finland Suomen Sosialidemokraattinen 
Puolue (SDP) 
3 / 1246 5.6  4  
Malta Partit Laburista (PL) 2 / 1470 5.6  5  
Bulgaria Alternativa za Balgarsko 
Vazrazhdane (ABV) 
8 / 1100 5.65  3.47  
Italy Südtiroler Volkspartei (SVP) 9 / 1380 5.67  5  
Germany Freie Demokratische Partei (FDP) 5 / 1276 5.69  6.54  
Latvia Nacionala apvieniba “Visu 
Latvijai!”—“Tevzemei un 
Brivibai/LNNK” (NA) 
2 / 1428 5.7  8.3  
Italy Nuovo Centrodestra (NCD) No code 5.71  6.14  
Cyprus Kinima Sosialdimokraton EDEK 
(EDEK) 
4 / 1196 5.75 EDEK=5.7
5 
4.75 EDEK=4.7
5 
Slovenia Demokraticna Stranka Upokojencev 
Slovenije (DeSUS) 
6 / 1705 5.77  4.15  
Greece Dimokratiki Aristera (DIMAR) 9 / 1300 5.78  3.22  
France Parti Socialiste (PS) 4 / 1250 5.79  3.83  
Italy Centro Democratico—Diritti e 
Libertá (CD) 
No code 5.8  5  
Denmark Venstre, Danmarks Liberale Parti (V) 8 / 1208 5.82  7  
Romania Partidul Social Democrat (PSD) 1 / 1642 5.82 PSD= 5.82 4.12 PSD= 4.12 
France Parti Radical de Gauche (PRG) No code  5.85  3.82  
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Slovenia Socijalni Demokrati (SD) 3 / 1705 5.85  3.15  
Sweden Kristdemokraternah (KD) 6 / 1752 5.86  7.48  
Ireland Páirti Lucht Oibre (Lab) 3 / 1372 5.89  4.13  
Finland Vihreä Liitto (VIHR) 5 / 1246 5.9  4.45  
Belgium Parti Socialiste (PS) 1 / 1056 6  2.6  
Belgium Socialistische Partij Anders (SPA) 19 / 1056 6  3  
Denmark Socialdemokraterne (SD) 1 / 1208 6  4.4  
Greece To Potami (POTAMI) 10 / 1300 6  4.89  
France Parti radical (PRV) No code 6  6.14  
United 
Kingdom 
Plaid Cymru (Plaid) 11 / 1826 6  3.25  
Austria Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Österreichs (SPO) 
1 / 1040 6  3.9  
Bulgaria Dvizhenie za Prava i Svobodi (DPS) 2 / 1100 6  4.69  
Estonia Erakond Eestimaa Rohelised (EER) 5 / 1233 6  5.75  
Cyprus Evropaiko Komma (Evroko) No code 6  8.67  
Czech 
Republic 
Ceská strana sociálne demokratická 
(CSSD) 
2 / 1203 6.07  3.14  
Hungary Magyar Szocialista Párt (MSzP) 2 / 1348 6.07  3.43  
Slovenia Slovenska Ljudska Stranka (SLS) 7 / 1705 6.08 (same 
%vote as 
NSI) 
Av. = 6.27 6.46 (same 
%vote as 
NSI) 
Av. = 7.16 
Slovenia Pozitivna Slovenija (PS) 5 / 1705 6.08  3.38  
Croatia Održivi Razvoj Hrvatske (ORaH) 6 / 1191 6.11  2.44  
Portugal Partido Popular (PP) 4 coal / 
1620 
6.13  8  
Italy Unione di Centro (UDC) No code 6.14  5.29  
Slovakia Smer—sociálna demokrçacia (Smer-
SD) 
5 / 1703 6.14  3.69  
Slovakia Strana madarskej komunity—Magyar 
Közösség Pártja (SMK-MKP) 
6 / 1703 6.14  6.77  
Estonia Eesti Vabaerakond (EVE) No code 6.17  7.38  
France Nouveau Centre (NC) No code 6.18  6.27  
Belgium Groen 17 / 1056 6.2  2.2  
France Europe Écologie—Les Verts (EELV) 5 / 1250 6.21  3.08  
Croatia Hrvatska Demokratska Zajednica 
(HDZ) 
1 / 1191 6.22 HDZ=6.22 7.33 HDZ=7.33 
Germany Bündnis 90/Die Grünen (Grunen) 3 / 1276 6.23  3.62  
Belgium Ecolo 4 / 1056 6.25  2.2  
United 
Kingdom 
Scottish National Party (SNP) 10 / 1826 6.29  3  
Romania Uniunea Democrata Maghiara din 
România (UDMR) 
5 / 1642 6.29  6.12  
Romania Partidul Liberal Reformator (PLR) No code 6.29  6.67  
Spain Convergència i Unió (CiU) 5 / 1724 6.3 CiU= 6.3 6.2 CiU= 6.2 
Austria NEOS—Das Neue Österreich 
(NEOS) 
7 / 1040 6.3  6  
Croatia Hrvatska Socijalno Liberalna Stranka 
(HSLS) 
3 / 1191 6.33  5.33  
Luxembourg Déi Gréng (Greng) 1 / 1442 6.33  3  
Luxembourg Demokratesch Partei (DP) 3 / 1442 6.33  5  
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Luxembourg Lëtzebuerger Sozialistesch 
Aarbechterpartei (LSAP) 
2 / 1442 6.33  4  
Sweden Moderata Samlingspartiet (M) 5 / 1752 6.36  7.43  
Slovakia Slovenská demokratická a krestanská 
únia—Demokratická strana (SDKU-
DS) 
2 / 1703 6.36  6.86  
Germany Christlich Demokratische Union 
Deutschlands (CDU) 
1 / 1276 6.38 CDU=6.38 5.92 CDU=5.92 
Germany Sozialdemokratische Partei 
Deutschlands (SPD) 
2 / 1276 6.38  3.77  
Spain Eusko Alkartasuna (EA) No code 6.38  4.33  
Spain Coalición Canaria (CC) 5 / 1724 6.38  CiU= 6.3 6 CiU= 6.2 
Portugal Partido Socialista (PS) 3 / 1620 6.38  4.5  
Slovenia Slovenska Demokratska Stranka 
(SDS) 
1 / 1705 6.38  8.69  
Belgium 
 
Mouvement Réformateur (MR) 2 / 1056 6.4  7  
Belgium Centre Démocrate Humaniste (cdH) 3 / 1056 6.4  4.4  
Belgium Fédéralistes Démocrates 
Francophones (FDF) 
7 / 1056 6.4  5.6  
Finland Ruotsalainen kansanpuolue/Svenska 
folkpartiet (RKP/SFP) 
6 / 1246 6.4  7.45  
Slovenia Stranka Mira Cerarja (SMC) No code 6.42  5.25  
Slovakia Most-Hid (MH) 9 / 1703 6.43  6.21  
Spain Euzko Alderdi Jeltzalea/ Partido 
Nacionalista Vasco (EAJ/PNV) 
5 / 1724 6.45  CiU= 6.3 6.3 CiU= 6.2 
Ireland Fine Gael (FG) 2 / 1372 6.45  6.63  
Slovenia Nova Slovenija-Kršcanska Ljudska 
Stranka (NSI) 
7 / 1705 6.46 (same 
%vote as 
SLS) 
Av. =6.27 7.85 (same 
%vote as 
SLS) 
Av.= 7.16 
Austria Die Grünen (Grüne) 5 / 1040 6.5  3  
Estonia Erakond Isamaa ja Res Publica Liit 
(IRL) 
3 / 1233 6.5  7.75  
Romania Partidul Miscarea Popular (PMP) 6 / 1642 6.5  6.47  
Czech 
Republic 
Krestanská demokratická unie - 
Ceskoslovenská strana lidová (KDU-
CSL) 
4 / 1203 6.5  5.93  
Lithuania Tevynes sajunga—Lietuvos 
krikšcionys demokratai (TS-LKD) 
8 / 1440 6.53  7.64  
Lithuania Liberalu Sajudis (LRLS) 4 / 1440 6.53  7.33  
Poland Platforma Obywatelska (PO) 3 / 1616 6.53  5.71  
Romania Partidul National Liberal (PNL) 2 / 1642 6.53  6.65  
Netherlands GroenLinks (GL) 5 / 1528 6.55  2.33  
Greece Panellinio Sosialistikó Kínima 
(PASOK) 
2 / 1300 6.56  4.78  
Greece Néa Dimokratía (ND) 1 / 1300 6.56  7.22  
Croatia Socialdemokratska Partija Hrvatske 
(SDP) 
2 / 1191 6.56 SDP= 6.56 3.56 SDP= 3.56 
Italy Partito Democratico (PD) 3 / 1380 6.57  3.57  
Czech 
Republic 
Strana zelených (SZ) 8 / 1203 6.57  3.86  
Slovenia Zavezništvo Alenke Bratušek (ZaAB) No code 6.58  4.15  
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Bulgaria Demokrati za Silna Balgarija (DSB) 6 / 1100 6.59  7.56  
Poland Sojusz Lewicy Demokratycznej 
(SLD) 
2 / 1616 6.59  2.76  
Belgium Open Vlaamse Liberalen en 
Democraten (VLD) 
21 / 1056 6.6  7  
Belgium Christen-Democratisch en Vlaams 
(CD&V) 
16 / 1056 6.6  5.4  
France Alliance centriste (AC) No code 6.6  6.6  
Finland Kansallinen Kokoomus (KOK) 2 / 1246 6.6  7.67  
Lithuania Lietuvos socialdemokratu partija 
(LSDP) 
5 / 1440 6.6  3.2  
France Mouvement Democrate (MODEM) 1 / 1250 6.62  5.91  
Hungary Együtt 2014 (E14) 1 / 1348 6.64  3.64  
Bulgaria Sayuz na demokratichnite sili (SDS) No code 6.65  7.13  
Romania Partidul Liberal Democrat (PDL) 3 / 1642 6.65  6.65  
Spain Unión, Progreso y Democracia 
(UPyD) 
4 / 1724 6.67  5.67  
Spain Ciudadanos—Partido de la 
Ciudadanía (Cs) 
9 / 1724 6.67  5.56  
Czech 
Republic 
TOP 09 13 / 1203 6.67  7.21  
Spain Partido Socialista Obrero Español 
(PSOE) 
1 / 1724 6.7  3.8  
Austria Österreichische Volkspartei (OVP) 2 / 1040 6.7  6.1  
United 
Kingdom 
Liberal Democratic Party (LibDem) 12 / 1826 6.71  4.86  
Hungary Demokratikus Koalíció (DK) 3 / 1348 6.71  3.36  
Poland Twój Ruch (Ruch Palikota) (RP) 4 / 1616 6.71  2.53  
Bulgaria Dvizhenie Bulgaria na grazhdanite 
(DBG) 
No code 6.75  6.13  
Cyprus Dimokratikós Sinagermós (DISY) 1 / 1196 6.75  7.5  
Bulgaria Grazhdani za evropeysko razvitie na 
Balgariya (GERB) 
4 / 1100 6.76  6.5  
Croatia Istarski Demokratski Sabor (IDS) 2 / 1191 6.78 SDP =6.56 3.33 SDP= 3.56 
Spain Partido Popular (PP) 2 / 1724 6.8  7.3  
Latvia Vienotiba (V) 3 / 1428 6.8  6.9  
Netherlands Democraten 66 (D66) 8 / 1528 6.82  5.56  
Italy Scelta Civica (SC) No code 6.86  5.43  
Portugal Partido Social Democrata (PSD) 4 coal / 
1620 
6.88  6.67  
Estonia Eesti Reformierakond (ER) 1 / 1233 6.88  7.25  
Estonia Sotsiaaldemokraatlik Erakond (SDE) 4 / 1233 6.88  4.88  
Sweden Folkpartiet liberalerna (FP) 4 / 1752 6.91  7.05  
Denmark Det Radikale Venstre (RV) 2 / 1208 7  5.7  
Croatia Hrvatska Narodna Stranka—
Liberalni Demokrati (HNS) 
2 / 1191 7 SDP= 6.56 4 SDP= 3.56 
Malta Partit Nazzjonalista (PN) 1 / 1470 7  6.5  
Luxembourg Chrëschtlech Sozial Vollekspartei 
(CSV) 
5 / 1442 7  6.5  
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Table A.2 
Occupation Options for Respondents 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Source: European Election Studies, 2014 Voter Study 
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Table A.3 
Complete Regression Table for Models 1-3, Including all Control Variables 
 
		
EU	Partyposition		
(1=anti-EU,	7=pro-EU)	
	 	VARIABLES	 (Model	1)	 (Model	2)	 (Model	3)	
	KEY	VARIABLES	FOR	FIRST-ORDER	TRANSNATIONALISM	MODEL		
pro-immigration	opinion	 0.0228***	 	 	
		 (0.00582)	 	 	
immigration	salience=	1	 -0.700***	 	 	
		 (0.0618)	 	 	
immigration	salience=	0	#	immigration	opinion	 0	 	 	
		 (0)	 	 	
immigration	salience=	1	#	immigration	opinion	 0.0527***	 	 	
		 (0.0118)	 	 	
pro-unification	opinion	 	 0.0669***	 	
		 	 (0.00596)	 	
EU	power	salience=	1	 	 -0.400***	 -0.182***	
		 	 (0.0738)	 (0.0598)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	unification	opinion	 	 0	 	
		 	 (0)	 	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	unification	opinion	 	 0.0777***	 	
		 	 (0.0126)	 	
EU	budget	opinion	 	 	 0.0626***	
		 	 	 (0.00589)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	EU	budget	opinion	 	 	 0	
		 	 	 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	EU	budget	opinion	 	 	 0.0481***	
	
	 	 (0.0131)	
CONTENDING	Ha:	SECOND-ORDER	MODEL	 	 	 	
Government	support	 0.287***	 0.261***	 0.294***	
	 (0.0513)	 (0.0514)	 (0.0511)	
Government	disapproval	 -0.853***	 -0.838***	 -0.862***	
	 (0.0601)	 (0.0601)	 (0.0595)	
CONTENDING	Hb:	FIRST-ORDER	ECONOMIC	MODEL	
Job	Loss	 -0.0918**	 -0.0811*	 -0.101**	
	 (0.0420)	 (0.0421)	 (0.0419)	
Decrease	in	Income	 -0.0202	 0.000895	 -0.0111	
	 (0.0358)	 (0.0359)	 (0.0357)	
Perception	of	National	Economy	 -0.121***	 -0.109***	 -0.123***	
	 (0.0177)	 (0.0178)	 (0.0177)	
Approval	of	EU	Actions		 0.690***	 0.597***	 0.635***	
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	 (0.0331)	 (0.0342)	 (0.0336)	
DEMOGRAPHIC	CONTROLS	 	 	 	
Occupation:	Student	 0.178	 0.187	 0.139	
	 (0.220)	 (0.227)	 (0.225)	
Occupation:	Unemployed	or	Temporarily	Not	
Working	 -0.0362	 -0.0391	 -0.0285	
	 (0.0960)	 (0.0973)	 (0.0964)	
Occupation:	Retired	or	Unable	to	Work	
Through	Illness	 -0.0559	 -0.0254	 -0.0546	
	 (0.0814)	 (0.0830)	 (0.0821)	
Occupation:	Farmer	 0.0548	 0.155	 0.152	
	 (0.162)	 (0.162)	 (0.160)	
Occupation:	Fisherman	 0.751	 0.896	 1.014	
	 (1.019)	 (1.018)	 (1.021)	
Occupation:	Self-Employed	Professional	
(Lawyer,	Medical	Practitioner,	Accountant,	
Architect,	etc.)	
0.175	 0.130	 0.144	
	 (0.129)	 (0.131)	 (0.130)	
Occupation:	Owner	of	a	Shop,	Craftsmen,	
Other	Self-Employed	Person	 0.0264	 0.0479	 0.0517	
	 (0.114)	 (0.115)	 (0.115)	
Occupation:	Business	Proprietors,	Owner	(Full	
or	Partner)	of	a	Company	 0.0893	 0.0945	 0.0761	
	 (0.124)	 (0.125)	 (0.124)	
Occupation:	Employed	Professional	(Employed	
Doctor,	Lawyer,	Accountant,	Archiect,	etc.)	 0.310***	 0.277**	 0.311***	
	 (0.113)	 (0.114)	 (0.113)	
Occupation:	General	Management,	Director,	or	
Top	Management	(Managing	Directors,	
Director	General,	or	Other	Director)	
0.302**	 0.326**	 0.318**	
	 (0.142)	 (0.144)	 (0.143)	
Occupation:	Middle	Management,	Other	
Management	(Department	Head,	Junior	
Manager,	Teacher,	Technician)	
0.164*	 0.175*	 0.171*	
	 (0.0925)	 (0.0937)	 (0.0929)	
Occupation:	Employed	Position,	Working	
Mainly	at	a	Desk	 0.0958	 0.117	 0.0934	
	 (0.0911)	 (0.0922)	 (0.0916)	
Occupation:	Employed	Position,	Not	at	a	Desk	
but	travelling	(Salesmen,	Driver,	etc.)	 -0.0385	 0.0151	 -0.00130	
	 (0.117)	 (0.118)	 (0.117)	
Occupation:	Employed	Position,	Not	at	a	Desk,	
but	in	a	Service	Job	(Hospital,	Restaurant,	
Police,	Fireman,	etc.)	
-0.0458	 -0.0420	 -0.0328	
	 (0.0961)	 (0.0971)	 (0.0964)	
Occupation:	Supervisor	 -0.0568	 -0.133	 -0.118	
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	 (0.169)	 (0.169)	 (0.168)	
Occupation:	Skilled	Manual	Worker	 -0.192*	 -0.187*	 -0.215**	
	 (0.0981)	 (0.0992)	 (0.0981)	
Occupation:	Other	(Unskilled)	Manual	Worker,	
Servant	 -0.336**	 -0.313**	 -0.297**	
	 (0.135)	 (0.137)	 (0.136)	
Education:	15-	 0.163	 0.150	 0.132	
	 (0.192)	 (0.200)	 (0.197)	
Education:	16-19	 0.161	 0.145	 0.127	
	 (0.191)	 (0.198)	 (0.196)	
Education:	20+	 0.148	 0.129	 0.109	
	 (0.190)	 (0.198)	 (0.195)	
Education:	Still	Studying	 -	 -	 -	
	 	 	 	
Sex	 0.154***	 0.176***	 0.175***	
	 (0.0316)	 (0.0317)	 (0.0316)	
Age	 0.00848***	 0.00857***	 0.00894***	
	 (0.00143)	 (0.00144)	 (0.00143)	
Personal	Left-Right	Placement	 0.0205***	 0.0117**	 0.0158***	
	 (0.00553)	 (0.00548)	 (0.00545)	
COUNTRY	CONTROLS	
Belgium	 0.259***	 0.245***	 0.193**	
	
(0.0951)	 (0.0951)	 (0.0951)	
Bulgaria	 0.403***	 0.289***	 0.427***	
	
(0.112)	 (0.110)	 (0.107)	
Croatia	 0.660***	 0.677***	 0.839***	
	
(0.125)	 (0.124)	 (0.123)	
Cyprus	 0.297**	 0.323**	 0.354**	
	
(0.142)	 (0.146)	 (0.142)	
Czech	Republic	 -0.741***	 -0.713***	 -0.669***	
	
(0.118)	 (0.118)	 (0.118)	
Denmark	 -1.173***	 -1.098***	 -1.094***	
	
(0.0989)	 (0.0998)	 (0.0992)	
Estonia	 0.534***	 0.574***	 0.702***	
	
(0.124)	 (0.125)	 (0.124)	
Finland	 -0.564***	 -0.414***	 -0.417***	
	
(0.0999)	 (0.0999)	 (0.0998)	
France	 -0.608***	 -0.601***	 -0.612***	
	
(0.119)	 (0.120)	 (0.120)	
Germany	 0.0936	 0.0352	 0.0623	
	
(0.0903)	 (0.0904)	 (0.0902)	
Greece	 -0.746***	 -0.847***	 -0.741***	
	
(0.0977)	 (0.0982)	 (0.0973)	
Hungary	 -2.312***	 -2.181***	 -2.195***	
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Data Sources: European Election Study, 2014 Voter Study; Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Methods: Regressions run in Stata; Results exported to Excel 
N= 30,064 
 
	
(0.107)	 (0.107)	 (0.107)	
Ireland	 -0.414***	 -0.302***	 -0.347***	
	
(0.105)	 (0.105)	 (0.105)	
Italy	 -0.774***	 -0.829***	 -0.865***	
	
(0.103)	 (0.104)	 (0.104)	
Latvia	 0.190	 0.294**	 0.401***	
	
(0.124)	 (0.123)	 (0.123)	
Lithuania	 -0.0622	 -0.0772	 0.0870	
	
(0.107)	 (0.108)	 (0.108)	
Luxembourg	 0.760***	 0.883***	 0.824***	
	
(0.132)	 (0.132)	 (0.133)	
Malta	 0.402***	 0.318**	 0.329**	
	
(0.142)	 (0.146)	 (0.143)	
The	Netherlands	 -0.882***	 -0.807***	 -0.791***	
	
(0.0980)	 (0.0981)	 (0.0978)	
Poland	 -0.851***	 -0.752***	 -0.699***	
	
(0.118)	 (0.117)	 (0.116)	
Portugal	 -0.213*	 -0.161	 -0.164	
	
(0.116)	 (0.118)	 (0.116)	
Romania	 0.296**	 0.238**	 0.374***	
	
(0.123)	 (0.120)	 (0.120)	
Slovakia	 -0.204	 -0.0855	 -0.0306	
	
(0.134)	 (0.133)	 (0.133)	
Slovenia	 0.361***	 0.390***	 0.560***	
	
(0.125)	 (0.126)	 (0.124)	
Spain	 0.857***	 0.786***	 0.870***	
	
(0.111)	 (0.114)	 (0.113)	
Sweden	 -0.703***	 -0.666***	 -0.547***	
	
(0.0941)	 (0.0939)	 (0.0941)	
United	Kingdom	 -1.744***	 -1.773***	 -1.825***	
	
(0.114)	 (0.114)	 (0.113)	
	 	 	 	
Constant	 6.201***	 5.700***	 5.883***	
	
(0.245)	 (0.252)	 (0.249)	
	
	 	 	
Observations	 9,197	 9,106	 9,248	
R-squared	 0.320	 0.319	 0.316	
Standard	errors	in	parentheses	
	 	 	***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
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Table A.4 
Partial Regression Table for Models 1-3, Removing UK Voters  
		 EU	Partyposition		
(1=anti-EU,	7=pro-EU)		
	
		VARIABLES	 (Model	1)	 (Model	2)	 (Model	3)	
		 		 		 		
pro-immigration	opinion	 0.0227***	 		 		
		 (0.00583)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	 -0.601***	 		 		
		 (0.0640)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	0	#	immigration	opinion	 0	 		 		
		 (0)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	#	immigration	opinion	 0.0387***	 		 		
		 (0.0121)	 		 		
pro-unification	opinion	 		 0.0616***	 		
		 		 (0.00599)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	 		 -0.360***	 -0.153**	
		 		 (0.0762)	 (0.0611)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	unification	opinion	 		 0	 		
		 		 (0)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	#	unification	opinion	 		 0.0739***	 		
		 		 (0.0129)	 		
EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0612***	
		 		 		 (0.00589)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0	
		 		 		 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0463***	
		 		 		 (0.0132)	
Constant	 6.140***	 5.679***	 5.819***	
		 (0.244)	 (0.251)	 (0.247)	
Country	controls	 YES			 YES	 YES	
	 	 	 	
Observations	 8,921	 8,836	 8,972	
R-squared	 0.301	 0.301	 0.300	
		Standard	errors	in	parentheses	
	 	 			***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
	 	 	
Data Sources: European Election Study, 2014 Voter Study; Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Methods: Regressions run in Stata; results exported to Excel 
N= 30,064
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Table A.5 
Partial Regression Table for Models 1-3, Including Robust Standard Errors (By Country) 
 
		 EU	Partyposition		
(1=anti-EU,	7=pro-EU)		
	
		VARIABLES	 (Model	1)	 (Model	2)	 (Model	3)	
		 		 		 		
pro-immigration	opinion	 0.0228**	 		 		
		 (0.00858)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	 -0.700***	 		 		
		 (0.160)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	0	#	immigration	opinion	 0	 		 		
		 (0)	 		 		
immigration	salience=	1	#	immigration	opinion	 0.0527**	 		 		
		 (0.0227)	 		 		
pro-unification	opinion	 		 0.0669***	 		
		 		 (0.0115)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	 		 -0.400**	 -0.182	
		 		 (0.148)	 (0.119)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	unification	opinion	 		 0	 		
		 		 (0)	 		
EU	power	salience=	1	#	unification	opinion	 		 0.0777***	 		
		 		 (0.0189)	 		
EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0626***	
		 		 		 (0.0112)	
EU	power	salience=	0	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0	
		 		 		 (0)	
EU	power	salience=	1	#	EU	budget	opinion	 		 		 0.0481**	
		 		 		 (0.0214)	
Constant	 6.201***	 5.700***	 5.883***	
		 (0.243)	 (0.216)	 (0.255)	
Country	controls	 YES			 YES	 YES	
	 	 	 	
Observations	 9,197	 9,106	 9,248	
R-squared	 0.320	 0.319	 0.316	
		Standard	errors	in	parentheses	
	 	 			***	p<0.01,	**	p<0.05,	*	p<0.1	
	 	 	  Data Sources: European Election Study, 2014 Voter Study; Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Methods: Regressions run in Stata; results exported to Excel 
N= 30,064
